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DETAILED ACTION 



Claims 1-22 are presented for examination. 



Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 102 



2. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

3. Claims 1-9,14-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Lumelsky et al. (6,516,350) (hereinafter Lumelsky). 

4. As per claim 1 , Lumelsky teaches a dynamic directory system, comprising; 
At least one relational table that includes a plurality of entries that can each store 
location data, status data, and feature data of server processes in a distributed 
computing system that services client requests (e.g. Figure 7(a)); and an interface that 
may provide at least one enter from the at least one relational table to a client (e.g. col. 
6, lines 25-31). 

5. As per claim 19, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

6. As per claim 2, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic server directory, wherein: 
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The location data of an entry may comprise a network address (e.g. Figure 7(b)); and 
the entry may include a server name to identify a specific server at the network address 
(e.g. Figure 7(b)). 

7. As per claim 20, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

8. As per claim 3, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic server directory system, further 
including: 

A route table that can indicate at least one communication route to a server host and 
the status of said route (e.g. Figure 7(b)). 

9. As per claim 21 , it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

10. As per claim 4, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic server directory system, further 
including: 

A plurality of dynamic server directory agents that reside on different host machines 
than the dynamic server directory, each dynamic server directory agent caching at least 
a portion of the at least one relational table (e.g. col. 6, lines 1-12). 

11. As per claim 14, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

12. As per claim 17, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

13. As per claim 18, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

14. As per claim 5, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic directory system, wherein: 

The relational table includes a key field that may be searched by a key prefix value that 
can filter entries according to client request criteria (e.g. Figure 7(a)). 

1 5. As per claim 6, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic server directory system further 
including: 
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A plurality of dynamic server directory agents that reside on different host machines 
than the dynamic server directory, each dynamic server directory agent forwarding new 
server process information to the dynamic server directory when a new server process 
is added (e.g. col. 10, lines 13-17); and the dynamic server directory creating a new 
entry in the at least one relational table corresponding to the server process and 
forwarding the updated relational table to dynamic server directory agents (e.g. col. 1 1 , 
lines 1-9). 

1 6. As per claim 7, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic server directory system, wherein: 
The distributed computing system includes at least two subsystems that provide 
different functions; and the at least one relational table includes a plurality of relational 
tables, each relational table including entries corresponding to server process of one of 
the subsystems (e.g. Figures 6 and 7). 

1 7. As per claim 8, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic server directory system wherein: 
The at least one relational table includes a server relational table that identifies a server 
route corresponding to a given server process and a route relational table that identifies 
a communication route corresponding to a given host machine (e.g. Figures 7 a and b). 

1 8. As per claim 9, Lumelsky teaches the dynamic server directory system, further 
including: 

The interface searches the server relational table and then the route relational table to 
determine the route to a host machine for a given server process (e.g. col. 9, lines 45- 
60). 

19. As per claim 16, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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20. As per claim 15, Lumelsky teaches the system wherein: 

The plurality of servers include storage servers that may access stored files and 
metadata servers that may access metadata for the stored files (e.g. col. 6, lines 35-40). 

21 . As per claim 22, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

22. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

23. Claims 10-13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Lumelsky in view of Devarakonda et al. (6,055,562) (hereinafter Devarakonda). 

24. As per claim 10, Lumelsky does not specifically teach the dynamic server 
directory system, further including: 

25. A plurality of dynamic server directory agents that reside on different host 
machines than the dynamic server directory, each dynamic server directory agent 
receiving periodic status communications from at least one server process and notifying 
the dynamic server directory when status communications fail; and the dynamic server 
directory changes entries in the at least one relational table in response to status 
communication failures. Devarakonda teaches the dynamic server directory system, 
further including: 
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A plurality of dynamic server directory agents that reside on different host machines 
than the dynamic server directory, each dynamic server directory agent receiving 
periodic status communications from at least one server process and notifying the 
dynamic server directory when status communications fail (e.g. col. 3, lines 35-42); and 
the dynamic server directory changes entries in the at least one relational table in 
response to status communication failures (e.g. col. 3, lines 40-57). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
Lumelsky with Devarakonda. The motivation would have been to provide for objects 
(agents) to communicate information such as resource availability to the clients. 

26. As per claim 1 1 , Lumelsky does not specifically teach the dynamic server 
directory, further including: 

27. A service master process that may subscribe with the DSD agent to be notified of 
changes to the at least one relational table, the service master performing at least one 
predetermined error response when the change to the at least one relational table 
indicates a status communication failure has occurred in a server process; and the 
dynamic server directory forwards changes in the at least one relational table to the 
DSD agent. Devarakonda teaches teach the dynamic server directory, further including: 
A service master process that may subscribe with the DSD agent to be notified of 
changes to the at least one relational table, the service master performing at least one 
predetermined error response when the change to the at least one relational table 
indicates a status communication failure has occurred in a server process (e.g. col. 3, 
lines 1-15); and the dynamic server directory forwards changes in the at least one 
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relational table to the DSD agent (e.g. col. 3, lines 20-30). It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Lumelsky 
with Devarakonda. The motivation would have been to provide for objects (agents) to 
communicate information such as resource availability to the clients. 

28. As per claim 12, lumelsky does not specifically teach the dynamic server 
directory wherein: 

29. The predetermined error response may be at east one response selected from 
the group consisting of: attempting to restart the server process corresponding to the 
failure, logging the failure error, notifying a system administrator, generating a work 
order for the server process corresponding to the error, activating another server 
process as a backup to the server process corresponding to the failure, shutting down a 
host machine for the server process corresponding to the failure, and rebooting a host 
machine for the server process corresponding to the failure. Devarakonda teaches the 
dynamic server directory wherein: 

The predetermined error response may be at east one response selected from the 
group consisting of: attempting to restart the server process corresponding to the 
failure, logging the failure error, notifying a system administrator, generating a work 
order for the server process corresponding to the error, activating another server 
process as a backup to the server process corresponding to the failure, shutting down a 
host machine for the server process corresponding to the failure, and rebooting a host 
machine for the server process corresponding to the failure (e.g. col. 4, lines 30-45). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
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made to combine Lumelsky with Devarakonda. The motivation would have been to 
provide for objects (agents) to communicate information such as resource availability to 
the clients. 

30. As per claim 13, it is rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Farhood Moslehi whose telephone number is 703-305- 
8646. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30-4:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John Follansbee can be reached on 703-305-8498. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Conclusion 




